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The main texts on which information about the affair and the relationship between Heloise and Abelard rests are an extensive sketch of his life that Peter Abelard wrote (known generally as the Historia calamitatum), in the form of a letter of consolation to an unidentified male friend, and the correspondence (three letters from Heloise and four from Abelard) that Heloise initiated after she had read the letter of consolation. The dating of the letters and the ages of Abelard and Heloise when they were written have not been pinpointed exactly, but Abelard seems to have composed the Historia calamitatum in 1132. He would have been in his early fifties, while Heloise (if we follow the traditional chronology) would have been somewhere in her thirties. The other letters would have followed from around 1133 to around 1138. 2 The matter of their ages seems trifling next to that of authenticity, since the authorship of the letters has been notoriously debated. Indeed, even J.T. Muckle, whose edition of the correspondence between Heloise and Abelard remains a standard, had qualms about ascribing the letters to them. 3 The conflict came to a head in the 1970s, when it was argued by one scholar (whose views were shared, mutatis mutandis, by others) that the letters allegedly by her in the main correspondence were the work of Abelard himself; by another that Heloise's letters and Abelard's were the compositions of two different forgers; and by a third that both sides of the correspondence were forgeries by Jean de Meun (who died before 1305), who not only translated the Historia calamitatum and letters into French but also fabricated the Latin texts of both. 4 Yet since the end of the 1970s, after a flurry of publications against the authenticity resulted in the rejection and recantation of those very books and articles, a consensus has prevailed that the letters are genuine, with the ones attributed to Abelard and the ones to Heloise having been written by none other than Abelard and Heloise. The consensus manifests itself not just in scholarly lists of all Heloise's and Abelard's known surviving works but also popularly in the title of the Penguin Classics edition of The Letters of Abelard and Heloise. 5 This agreement happens to be undergirded by the manuscript evidence, since of the nine copies which survive from the thirteenth or early fourteenth century through the sixteenth or early seventeenth, seven contain headings of some sort to associate the letters with Heloise and Abelard. Now that the once-volcanic controversy over the genuineness of The Letters of Abelard and Heloise has settled into a dormancy that may even betoken extinction, the study of the two has been shaken by a new eruption from a different quarter. Heloise, in her first letter to Abelard (which is often numbered 2 in Abelard's correspondence, with Historia calamitatum being 1), referred to her erstwhile lover's solicitousness as a correspondent when he was still interested in and capable of having sexual relations with her. She wrote, "When you sought me out formerly for base pleasures, you would frequent me in repeated letters…" 7 These "repeated letters," love letters that are from approximately 1116-1117, and not the later personal correspondence, from 1132 or thereabouts and afterward, are at issue in the present debate.
In The outstanding editio princeps of the Epistolae had been published thirty years ago by Ewald Könsgen. The Epistolae, amounting to 113 items in Könsgen's edition, are extant in a unique manuscript, Troyes, Bibliothèque municipale, MS 1452, with the incipit "Ex epistolis duorum amantium." MS 1452 is a paper manuscript, written in the second half of the fifteenth century by a monk named Johannes de Vepria (also known as Jean de la Véprie and as Jean de Woëvre, ca. 1445-ca. 1518) when he was roughly twenty-five years old, long before he became prior of Clairvaux (1480-1499). The last element in his name is the Latin for La Voire or La Woëvre, near Verdun.
At the instance of Karl Langosch , the editor in whose series (Mittellateinische Studien und Texte, through E.J. Brill in Leiden) the 1974 edition appeared as volume 8, the title page bore beneath the three Latin words the subtitle Briefe Abaelards und Heloises. Könsgen stood fast for capping the subtitle with a question mark. 8 That quizzical punctuation 7 Ed. J.T. Muckle, "The Personal Letters Between Abelard and Heloise," p. 73, "Cum me ad turpes olim voluptates expeteres, crebris me epistolis visitabas…" 8 An account of the negotiation over the subtitle with the series editor will be found in an article by Ewald Könsgen, "'Der Nordstern scheint auf den Pol.' Baudolinos Liebesbriefe remained in the subsequent Italian and French translations, although with the names of the two personages in different order: Abelardo e Eloisa? and Héloïse et Abélard?, respectively. 9 The importance of the step Mews took in excising the interrogative cannot be underestimated. If the initial eight words on the spine of the 1999 book had ended in a question mark rather than a colon, and if the contents of the book had been correspondingly tentative, the controversy that has been raging over the past five years would not have occurred. 13 In a radio interview very shortly after the publication of The Lost Love Letters, Mews reported that his wrestling with the letters had enabled him to confront "how so much of the Western, certainly the Latin and certainly the religious tradition, has been built on the exclusion of a woman's voice" (Radio National interview with Rachel Kohn on Sunday, 13 February 2000, transcript available at http://www.abc.net.au/rn/relig/spirit/stories/ s99224.htm). It should be stressed that in the interview Mews takes a firm stand against making simple generalisations on the basis of this recognition.
14 The dust jacket of the original hardback encouraged the misimpression that Constant Mews himself works in such an institute, since it identified him as "teach [ing] in the School of Historical and Gender Studies at Monash University, in Australia." This wording is not the present name for the School of Historical Studies.
avowing that the correspondence was a literary fiction or that Abelard composed both sides of the exchange. 15 To repudiate the ascription to Heloise and Abelard is to mute the former once again, depriving her of what would now constitute most of her extant writings, and to replicate the injustice attempted against her in the last furore over authenticity in which her name was involved, namely, the one in the 1970s.
The Before concluding this consideration, I should mention a short note that was published elsewhere and that echoed in its title both the earlier-mentioned, crucial subsection title of Mews's book ("The Voice of Heloise") and subtitle of Listening to Heloise. But this other piece, although inclining towards accepting the authorship of Heloise and Abelard, makes All kinds of circumstances have rendered unusual and even unique the reception of The Lost Love Letters. One phenomenon that deserves to be remarked is the disjunction between the fanfare that the recent reprint with an English translation and study has received and the relative neglect that the original Latin edition with accompanying German study and elaborate apparatus has endured. After Könsgen's edition of the Epistolae appeared, it elicited a scant seven book reviews. 17 Although many factors contributed to this circumstance, the distribution of the reviews, written exclusively in German, French, and Italian, is related to the geographical locations of those who accept the newly argued ascription of the Epistolae and those who question or reject it. By and large, the supporters have been Anglophone, preponderantly in the United States of America and Australia, to a lesser extent in England. In contrast, the sceptics have been prevalently European.
This breakdown is related to the classification of reactions by fields. Despite the absence of an absolute divide, the fact remains that Latinists have been far more reserved in their response than others. 20 Furthermore, he too has participated in the debate since 1999, in a published review and forthcoming article, both of which give sharper utterance to the clear doubts he had already voiced in the past.
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The adjective "reserved" is far too mild to characterize the polemic against The Lost Love Letters in a letter (most definitely not lost) that Peter Godman sent to the Times Literary Supplement in reaction to a hapless review of a biography of Abelard and Heloise:
The ascription of these letters to Abelard and Heloise has been rejected by experts, perhaps most effectively by Peter von Moos… His arguments convince. I, for one, am in no doubt that these letters were not written by the most famous lovers of the twelfth century, on whom they have been foisted by a combination of wishful thinking, a feeble command of medieval Latin, and a strong desire to shine.
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Godman's letter is irate, to say the least, and the final sentence quoted is capped by a phrase famous from a denunciation of incompetence in an earlier scholar by the poet and philologist, A.E. Housman (1859-1936) 23 but can we discount it as a manifestation of "Hell hath no fury like a philologist spurned?" Does primitive territoriality underlie the caustic tricolon? Did he and his namesakes turn their wrath upon Mews et al. because they were vexed to have been outshone by an outsider and because they did not recognize on their own the Heloisian and Abelardian provenance of these texts? Or are they genuinely affronted at having to dispute an ascription that they regard as unproven, unlikely, or contradicted by the evidence? If the last question is to be answered in the affirmative, then we need to ponder whether or not they demand a certainty of proof unattainable in a case in which the best to be achieved is plausibility. If they are not labouring under an exaggerated positivism, an alternative explanation for their reactions could be that they come to the Epistolae with a knowledge of Abelard's Latin writing style that renders them unable to accept the letters as the products of his pen or stylus.
The first book review of The Lost Love Letters to appear anywhere, and probably the most influential in North America, is the one by Barbara Newman, released on 25 January 2000 by the e-journal, The Medieval Review. 24 The reviewer hazarded an explanation for why the true identity of the Epistolae had gone unremarked for a quarter century. She reasoned that amid the controversy over the authenticity of the main correspondence which raged in the early 1970s, "no scholar could have been expected to stake his credibility on the anonymous love letters discovered by Könsgen." She continued: "Even Peter Dronke, the staunchest defender of Heloise's writing, did not want to connect the famous lovers with this newly edited correspondence." Yet Peter Dronke has never been known to shrink from non-conformist positions, if his readings and instincts led him to them. Indeed, C. Stephen Jaeger referred rightly to Dronke's 1976 study of Abelard and Heloise in Medieval Testimonies as being "courageous." 25 Similarly, John F. Benton , hardly bashful himself when it came to controversy about authorship in the case of Heloise and Abelard, confessed that he had "serious doubts" about "whether the Epistolae … were actually written by Abelard and Heloise."
26 Most of those who perused the Epistolae in the first decade following their publication were not intimidated or distracted from attributing them to Heloise and Abelard; rather, they failed to find data that supplied them the conviction to do so.
It is also worth attending to the timing of Ewald Könsgen's own exhaustive toils. The late Medieval Latin philologist Dieter Schaller came upon the collection of love letters in 1967, had a microfilm made, and then 24 The website of The Medieval Review is http://www.hti.umich.edu/t/tmr, and the identification number for this particular review is TMR ID: 00.01.06. 28 Despite all his labours, he was never able (and has not been able since) to find the "smoking gun" that would have resolved the case for him, and us, definitively. Later I shall come back to the absence of conclusive evidence.
Apart from Mews's book itself, Newman's review, and the volume entitled Listening to Heloise, the fourth cornerstone in the construction of The Lost Love Letters ascribed to Heloise and Abelard out of the anonymous Epistolae was C. Stephen Jaeger's Ennobling Love: In Search of a Lost Sensibility, which was brought out by the University of Pennsylvania Press in near simultaneity with Mews's book (Philadelphia, 1999). In his chapter on the Epistolae (pp. 157-73) he does not advance arguments in favour of the attribution, but rather states in its first sentence that "We can now accept [this set of love letters] as letters exchanged between Abelard and Heloise in the early days of their love affair, not literary exercises" (p. 160). The relevant endnote explains that "Both Dronke and Könsgen cautiously avoid an ascription to Abelard and Heloise" and that on the question of authorship Jaeger defers to Mews's book "which places the ascription to Heloise and Abelard beyond question" (p. 275).
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But the fait accompli has come undone, as questions have been raised, and insistently. The first major outpouring came in an exhaustive document equivalent to nearly fifty single-spaced pages copyrighted April 2000 and posted on the web on a marvellous Abelard site constructed by an independent scholar in Germany named Werner Robl. Some of the findings in Robl's tract have been incorporated into broadsides that have circulated on both sides of the debate. I use the word circulated very deliberately, since many of the longest documents became available to interested parties long before they have found their way into print. Chief items in the dossier (full references to which will be found in the notes to the present article) would now include C. Stephen Jaeger's "The Epistolae duorum amantium and the Ascription to Heloise and Abelard"; Giles Constable's response to it; C. Stephen Jaeger's reply to Constable's response; Peter von Moos's two articles; and the retrospective portion of Ewald Könsgen's essay. At the writing of this text, four of these six pieces remain "forthcoming."
On what bases have the proponents of Heloise and Abelard's authorship built their case, and their opponents rebuffed it? In her review Newman summarized the three foundations upon which the ascription rests. First, that "learned women did exchange Latin poems and letters with their male admirers in the early twelfth century." Second, that "the fragmentary narrative that emerges from the recently discovered letters is consistent in all particulars with what we know of Abelard and Heloise." And third, "most important, the philosophical vocabulary, literary style, classical allusions, and contrasting positions on love apparent in Könsgen's letters are so thoroughly consistent with the known writings of Heloise and Abelard that the supposition of their authorship is simpler than any alternative hypothesis."
The first argument I shall take for a given, since fully twenty years ago Dronke assembled all the major evidence known to us that affords insight into exchanges of poetry and letters (among them the Epistolae) between women and men in the late eleventh and early twelfth centuries. 30 As regards the second argument, Mews asserts (p. 6) that "If these love letters were written by a couple other than Abelard and Heloise, the question remains as to who these individuals could be. I argue for the simplest solution, that they are indeed written by Abelard and Heloise." I would take issue immediately with the logic underlying this assertion, in that our inability to surmise who the authors might have been if they were not Heloise and Abelard is not sufficient reason to attribute them to these two personages. Guibert of Nogent (1053-1124), a slightly older contemporary of Peter Abelard, claimed that in France everyone, even the peasants, was afire with zeal for grammatica (the skills of speaking and writing correctly and of interpreting literature). 31 Maybe Guibert exaggerated, but it would be an equal but opposite overstatement to posit that the only men and women writing Latin were the relatively few whose names and works have come down to us. Although males outnumbered females vastly among those who could read and write Latin, there were women who wrote Latin that has survived. Furthermore, Abelard was undoubtedly a teacher, but he was hardly unique in France. To take examples close to home, we do not know the names of any of the schoolmasters (or schoolmistresses) who gave either Abelard or Heloise their basic training in Latin. 32 If Heloise was herself a successful role model for the nuns in the Paraclete, what are the names and where are the texts of the young protégées she nurtured? Should we assume they never existed because we do not know them? A whole book has been written on the literary motif of nuns who had affairs. 33 Were such affairs merely a topos of fiction, or were there in reality nuns other than Heloise who had men in their pasts or presents? Must we presume that no other women and men who wrote Latin had affairs or that no others produced letters in the course of them? Would not all involved in such affairs have had cause to keep silent their names? And is it not within the nature of love for lovers to praise each other extravagantly? All of this is merely to suggest why, even if we accept the Epistolae as being genuine letters from the early twelfth century (or earlier), there could have been many candidates for their authorship whose names are not and will never be known.
For those of us who crave certitude, it is agonizing that the most prolific authors of the Middle Ages remain the close colleagues Anonymus and Pseudo, but we cannot relieve our frustration by attaching anonymous and pseudonymous texts to known authors unless we can provide solid evidence for doing so. 34 The onus does not rest on sceptics of the attribution to Heloise and Abelard to track down another couple of lovers whose names are known and who could have composed the letters. The horror vacui that is understandable in nature must be avoided in the world of learning, where a principle comparable to "innocent until proven guilty" obtains: a text must be anonymous until the authorship has been firmly established. Otherwise our understandable horror anonymitatis, even some three decades after Roland Barthes (1915 Barthes ( -1980 proclaimed the death of the author and after deconstructionists drove a wedge between authors and works to create texts, 32 The possible exception in the case of Abelard (Turnhout, 2003) . But no matter how refined identificatory skills may become, Medieval Latinists will still have to accept that many texts will remain anonymous. On the question of anonymity in Medieval Latin literature, see Paul Gerhard Schmidt, "Perché tanti anonimi nel medioevo? Il problema della personalità dell'autore nella filologia mediolatina," FM 6-7 (1999-2000), 1-8.
will transport us back to the Middle Ages, where poems were taken with abandon and attributed to Ovid, Walter Map, or other prestigious authors or legends.
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Of the medievalists who disbelieve the ascription, some root their resistance in contextual discrepancies of biography or psychology between, on the one hand, the Epistolae and, on the other, the Historia calamitatum and letters customarily assigned to Heloise and Abelard. They hold that the characters of the two correspondents and the relationship between them fail to match what they understand about Abelard and Heloise on the basis of what could be tagged the "unlost correspondence." Even more of the deniers find in the language and style of the letters the chief stumbling block. The paramount question in confronting these letters should not be a prosopographic faute de mieux, but rather whether or not they resemble sufficiently the known writings of the Heloise and Abelard in style and content to warrant ascribing the Epistolae to the famous lovers. I have focused my own efforts on the third category of Mews's supporting evidence in Newman's taxonomy, namely, matters of vocabulary, prose rhythm and prosody, and allusion. This category has been singled out as a particularly convincing component of his argument. author who wrote the letters identified as being by the man in the Epistolae is likely to have been Peter Abelard.
37
The restriction to one party in the exchange of letters demands an immediate explanation. The number of words in known texts that have been ascribed to Abelard amounts to a total far more than ten times greater than in those attributed to Heloise, which means that the grounds
Let me commence with vocabulary. Mews avers that the lexical parallels between the known letters and the Troyes ones are so striking that it "stretches plausibility to argue that the letters were written by any one other than Abelard and Heloise." The difficulty is that he hangs his case on a very small set of words and expressions, most importantly indifferenter, res universalis, scibilitas, affectus, and animus. 38 Even Michael Clanchy, a defender of the case for the ascription to Heloise and Abelard, asks, "Is the coincidental use of a few words really significant?" 39 Indeed, four of these 37 Only one risk of this procedure has occurred to me: in theory, the V<ir> could have been a man other than Abelard and the M<ulier> could still turn out to have been Heloise, but in practice this possibility seems extremely remote. 38 To convey an idea of how widespread most of these words are, I shall provide information on their appearance in major databases, the Library of Latin Texts CLCLT-5 (henceforth CLCLT-5), ed. Paul Tombeur (Turnhout, 2002), of which the texts in the Corpus Christianorum are the main constituent and of which the results are divided into three "volumes" (with the first being the earliest texts, the third being the latest); the Patrologia Latina Database (henceforth PLD), produced by Chadwyck-Healey Inc., and available both on CD and online; words and phrases are so widely used across many centuries of Latin as to make them by themselves unlikely determinants of authorship.
Of the words singled out by Mews, the only one that struck me (and other assessors) as potentially powerful is scibilitas, but a few problems emerge. The most troubling is that the formation scibilitas could occur naturally to a Latin-user engaged in philosophizing in almost any period.
40 A look at the history of unknowableness and unknowability in English (Oxford English Dictionary, s.v.) suggests that these words were used recurrently by authors who were probably not reading each other and certainly were not each other, but rather independently devised the same words according to the basic principles of word formation in the language. The same held true in Medieval Latin. Peter Dronke pointed out that when scibilitas recurs twice in Albert the Great (ca. 1193-1280), it was likelier an independent coinage than a borrowing from Abelard: "It is not hard to see how a term such as scibilitas ('knowability') might have been needed and formed." 41 The same supposition holds for the use of the word by Raimund Lull (1232/33-1315/16). If later scholastic authors could have coined or recoined the abstract noun independently, then there is no impediment to hypothesizing that more than one twelfth-century writer could have had the notion of creating the word.
Consideration of scibilitas leads to a larger observation. The tendency in attribution studies has moved away from the old qualitative model of scientific connoisseurship towards a more quantitative model -from Sprachgefühl towards statistics. By the old model I have in mind the proficiencies that Giovanni Morelli (1816-1891) and countless later art historians developed, or claimed to have developed, in recognizing painters by the earlobes, fingers, and toes of human figures, clouds, or other specific the same page, he responds that "The answer is 'Yes'" (p. lxxvii) and, at the end of the subsection on the Epistolae, reaffirms with only modest qualification that "The evidence is strong for concluding that the de Vepria letters were originally composed by Abelard and Heloise" (p. lxxx). Nonetheless, between the two pages, he reveals himself prey to some doubts. 40 aspects of compositions. 42 On the whole I am not unsympathetic to a qualitative approach, even if it is deemed old-fashioned right now, but I do wonder just how open-minded and thoroughgoing the word-based connoisseurship has been in this case, particularly with regard to the assessment of the man who is understood to be Abelard.
Databases are wonderful, but they do not constitute a sure panacea. Like Constant J. Mews and C. Stephen Jaeger, I have tested many words in the Epistolae against digital text corpora. 43 On numerous occasions I lighted upon correspondences that quickened my pulse initially, but upon rummaging further, I discovered both an underlying late antique source (such as Augustine or the Vulgate) and a much higher incidence of the word or usage in authors from the eleventh and twelfth centuries (such as Peter Damian and Bernard of Clairvaux). Moreover, I discerned other patterns that run counter to an ascription to Abelard. To take one example, no. 22 (by the man) contains the phrase "Fateri solent physici" (Epistolae, p. 10; The Lost Love Letters, p. 202). Although Abelard uses the adjective physicus at least five times and twice in the phrase physicae [sc. artis] scriptores, he never resorts to the construction physici dicunt. Yet such constructions occur fiftyfour times in CLCLT-5 vol. 3 and, indeed, Rupert of Deutz uses the phrases numerare solent physici and praedicare solent physici, which confirms that the formulation was not only possible but was indeed favoured by other authors of the period.
Könsgen acknowledged in his edition (p. 101) that the audacity Abelard claimed in the Historia calamitatum to have displayed in his love letters cannot be detected in the Clairvaux collection. Far from being bold, the man's share of the Epistolae does not seem more than barely competent. In a lengthy study, "The Epistolae duorum amantium and the Ascription to Heloise and Abelard," C. Stephen Jaeger takes things a long stride further by contrasting the styles of the man and woman in the Epistolae, saying that her poetic style is "more learned, more elegant, more classical, more complex" than Abelard's, many of whose lines are "in contrast yeomanly products of verse-making." 44 A line by the man in the Epistolae, cited by way of example, resembles "the work of a schoolboy or apprentice poet," 42 Carlo Ginzburg, Myths, Emblems, Clues, trans. John and Anne C. Tedeschi (London, 1990), "Clues: Roots of an Evidential Paradigm," pp. 96-125 and 200-14. They developed a feel for brush strokes, colour, and other such features. 43 The databases have been identified already in n. 38, above. 44 Forthcoming in Voices in Dialogue, ed. Olson and Kerby-Fulton. I wish to thank C. Stephen Jaeger for having graciously provided me copies of both his original piece for the volume and the reply he wrote to the corresponding piece by Giles Constable. All three items will appear in the book.
"carpentered with all the sophistication of two sticks nailed together." Further, Jaeger states that "the man's poems never call on techniques of assonance and musical language other than the internal rhyme of leonine hexameters." Can such descriptions apply to writing by Peter Abelard?
Abelard's known works include a goodly range of poetry, with the Carmen ad Astralabium, Carmen figuratum, Hymnarius Paraclitensis, and Planctus. The last two cycles in particular more than suffice to establish Abelard as a poet and musician on the highest plane. To quote the late hymnologist Joseph Szövérffy (1920-2001), "Abelard's surviving hymns prove his extraordinary ability to compose poems in such a great variety of forms that even in the absence of identifiable lyric poems Abelard appears to have been one of the most noteworthy poets of the twelfth century." 45 Or to cite the more restrained, but still strong praise in the most recent version of the Dictionnaire des lettres françaises, "Ces textes sont d'une belle tenue, la valeur lyrique et le contenu intellectuel en sont riches."
46 Last but not least, the translator of Abelard's hymns into English observed that "Abelard was as exact in his choice and position of words as he was in meter." 47 If we accept the conventional chronology, Heloise and Abelard would have written the Epistolae (perhaps giving or taking a year at either end) around 1116-1117. 48 If Abelard was born about 1079, he would have been roughly thirty-seven and thirty-eight years old when the Epistolae were composed. How do we account for the qualitative difference between the man's verse in the Epistolae and Abelard's known poems? One possibility is that in the intimate communication of personal love letters he took less time and care over the quality of his thought and expression than would have been the case in more public or formal compositions. Yet even though I Rhetoric," p. 80, see Abelard as being "prosaic in prose, less interested in rhythmic prose, good at verse using classical meters, and a positive genius at accentual verse." The theory of "compartmentalization" that they proceed to elaborate would mark Abelard apart from other twelfth-century authors, such as Hugh Primas, the Archpoet, Walter of Châtillon, and Alan of Lille, who wrote with comparable proficiency in both quantitative and accentual forms. 48 Constable fixes this dating in "The Authorship." In "The Epistolae duorum amantium and the Ascription," Jaeger refers to "ca. 1115-1117." Ward and Chiavaroli set as dates "1116 to 1118." would lean strongly towards the reasoning that the Epistolae were written more casually and with less revision than Abelard's theological or philosophical treatises or his other poems, I find it hard to accept that his love letters would diverge so starkly in thought and expression from his other writings. Could Abelard have revealed his hidden pedestrian side, an inner poetaster that he kept hidden from the world at large, only on the wax tablets he dispatched to his paramour?
Another hypothesis is that Abelard made a sudden transition from being prosaic in billets doux written when he was deep into his thirties to becoming a true poet in poems he wrote later for the Paraclete and for his oddly named son, Peter Astralabe. Yet such late blooming would seem unusual to the extent of being almost unimaginable, especially since the now undisputed correspondence tells us that during the affair Abelard composed songs that became almost immediate popular successes. 49 And if he did undergo this kind of transformation, the question arises of what (or who) would have influenced him to alter and improve his verse. If Heloise had been not just his muse but actually his magistra in matters poetic, I would expect her style as attested in the Epistolae not merely to surpass his, but additionally to reveal the particular traits of poetic style that come to the fore in his later poetry. This is not the case.
Not long ago, when deploying the image of the "smoking gun," I had in mind a level of definitive proof that eludes us in the present imbroglio: we shall not come close to catching the letter-writers in flagrante unless a manuscript comes to light which has a superscription to Abelard and Heloise, which offers full texts of the letters in which their names appear, or which records an interjection such as "Oh no! I had better hide the stylus and tablet; Fulbert just walked in the door."
50 Such a trouvée is unlikely to come our way: it was already extraordinary that a later paper manuscript of the 49 Heloise, First Letter to Abelard, ed. Muckle, "The Personal Letters," pp. 71-72 "Duo autem fateor tibi specialiter inerant quibus feminarum quarumlibet animos statim allicere poteras, dictanti videlicet et cantandi gratia quae ceteros minime philosophos assecutos esse novimus. Quibus quidem quasi ludo quodam laborem exercitii recreans philosophici pleraque amatorio metro vel rhythmo composita relinquisti carmina quae prae nimia suavitate tam dictaminis quam cantus saepius frequentata tuum in ore omnium nomen incessanter tenebant ut etiam illitteratos melodiae dulcedo tui non sineret immemores esse. Atque hinc maxime in amorem tui feminae suspirabant. Et cum horum pars maxima carminum nostros decantaret amores, multis me regionibus brevi tempore nuntiavit et multarum in me feminarum accendit invidiam," and p. 73 "frequenti carmine tuam in ore omnium Heloisam ponebas. Me plateae omnes, me domus singulae resonabant." 50 Giles Constable, in "The Authorship," referred to the fact that historians tend "to look for factual proof, such as a reference to Fulbert or your uncle, which would put the matter beyond reasonable doubt." letters in their excerpted forms happened to survive, and it would be hoping for a miracle now to recover whatever earlier manuscript Johannes de Vepria relied upon in his transcription.
If we cannot apprehend the letter-writers in the act, we have to engage in stylistic detection equivalent to crime-scene analysis. Nineteenth-century philologists aspired to the scientificity of Darwinism, as one can see in the stemmata of Lachmannian textual analysis or the historical-geographical distribution of tale in the Finnish-American method of folktale analysis that was propagated by Antti Aarne, Stith Thompson, and innumerable others. Mutatis mutandis, early twenty-first-century textual detectives have sought accuracy in stylistic analysis on a par with the results achievable through analysis of deoxyribonucleic acid (known more commonly as DNA). Donald W. Foster, whose Author Unknown: Tales of a Literary Detective ascended to bestseller status, has gone so far as to draw a comparison between DNA and literary style:
The scientific analysis of a text -how the mind and a hand conspire to commit acts of writing -can reveal features as sharp and telling as anything this side of fingerprints and DNA. Although we disguise our writing voice, it can never be fully masked. After the crime, the words remain. Like fingerprints and DNA.
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More congenial to me is the description of style by John Burrows as resembling software as opposed to hardware, particularly since he allows for radical shifts in response to special circumstances: As you will see, my own small attempt and my comments both reflect my tendency to regard our personal stylistic propensities as akin rather to software than to hardware. Even our firmest stylistic habits are responsive, I believe, to radical changes in personal situation.
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That flexibility is a human and humane touch, particularly germane when the potential human beings in question are as vehemently human as were Heloise and Abelard. In his article Burrows sets forth a measurement for using the relative frequencies of very common words in comparing written texts in order to gauge their likely authorship. Yet even while doing so, he admits that the measure "works least well with texts of a genre uncharacteristic of their author and … with texts far separated in time across a long literary career." 53 Both of these caveats would apply to a comparison of the Epistolae with the rest of Abelard's oeuvre.
Whatever analogy seems more appropriate, computational philologists, and there are Medieval Latinists among them, aim not at pinpointing tell-tale individual words (peculiar ones that would be an immediate giveaway of authorship) but rather at graphing the commonness of more mundane words and constructions. 54 Indeed, there are even those who see the relative frequency of different vowels as being a credible symptom of individual style. Making the building blocks slightly larger, other analysts declare that in English the frequency of the, a, or of can prove one person's authorship and disprove another's. Even if such a principle could be proven (and I remain unconvinced), the situation in Latin differs markedly. In the first place, the classical language lacks words corresponding to the, a, or o f . Consequently, frequency studies of Latin texts have targeted such words as a, ab, ac, ad, an, at, atque, aut, au, cum, cur, de, donec, and so forth ad infinitum (or even beyond ad infinitum).
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Any stylometry of the Epistolae will be constrained by two limitations. The first is that the texts are short and formulaic, while the second is that many are excerpts which are concentrated upon salutations and valedictions. 56 The latter circumstance either rules out or at least limits in value scrutiny of such measures beloved of computational analysts as sentence length, vocabulary spread, and number of verbs. Yet despite these serious restrictions, matters are not altogether hopeless. Altogether 116 items exist, 67 from the man, 49 from the woman. The man's and the woman's each amount to around 5,500 words.
Performing tests on the man's contributions to the Epistolae and on all of Abelard's writings as available in the most exhaustive databases that have 56 Könsgen, ed., Epistolae, p. 100 "Durch einen Stilvergleich zu einer Entscheidung zu kommen ist wegen der zum Teil sehr kurzen formelhaften Texte und ihres eindeutigen Exzerptcharakters so gut wie aussichtlos" and "Welchen Irrwegen eine Echtheitskritik auf sprachlicher Grundlage ausgesetzt ist, wenn nicht ganz evidente Befunde Vorliegen, haben gerade im Falle von Abaelard und Heloise die Arbeiten von B. Schmeidler gezeigt." been released as of now (to wit, the CLCLT-5 and P L D ) can lead to misleading results, since Abelard's oeuvre comprises such heterogeneous works. There are obvious shortcomings to the idea of comparing love letters with hymns, logical treatises, or theological writings. Furthermore, one of Abelard's longest and best-known works, the Sic et non, is a florilegium of extracts from other authors: "hits" deriving from it must be discounted, since they reflect the style and usage of the texts Abelard quotes rather than his own. What is suggestive is to compare the man's Epistolae (5,618 words) with those of Abelard's works which are closest in the topics they cover, such as the Historia calamitatum (11,697 words), and with those of the later letters to Heloise that contain personal elements, such as letters 3 and 5 (for a total of 6,782 words). Granted, one and the same person might use in love letters idioms and expressions not employed in more formal letters. That is to be expected. But it is conceivable to progress beyond such phrases to find adverbs and conjunctions that would not necessarily fluctuate between one register of writing and another. Take the following examples:
Historia calamitatum
Letters 3+5 Juxtaposing the use of such words brings to light striking disparities. It could be argued persuasively that the language a man will employ in love letters will differ from that in his other writings, but how do we explain why one and the same man would evince such a predilection in his love letters for one conjunction (such as quia) over others or one Latin word for "therefore" over another (such as the conjunction igitur over the particle ergo); why he would refrain almost entirely from a particle (autem) that he elsewhere favours; or why he would place an adverb (ita) in a position in the sentence that he otherwise regularly shunned? Finally, why should he in his love letters alone avoid completely a simple word for certainly for which he elsewhere displays a great fondness? These differences do not reflect modulations in formality and informality or in public and private manners of self-expression. Instead, they point to different authors with distinct ways of structuring thoughts and conveying them in words. The doubts raised by habits of word selection and word placement are only intensified if we turn our focus to prosody and prose rhyme. In a review of Listening to Heloise: The Voice of a Twelfth-Century Woman Dronke contrasted the style of the woman in the Epistolae with that of Heloise, insofar as the very restricted corpus of texts surely ascribed to her allows generalization:
The 49 excerpts attributed to M in the Veprian collection include poems in leonine hexameters (38 b, 49, 66), in unrhymed Classical distichs (82) and in leonine distichs (69, 73) . Her prose passages tend towards consistent rhyming (mainly half-rhymes and assonances) of pairs of phrases. Many of the longer excerpts from her letters leave no pairs of phrases unrhymed. By contrast, the known writings of Heloise include no verse, leonine or Classical, and their rhyming is of a different kind: passages that rhyme abundantly, not just in simple pairings, alternate with long stretches that have no rhymes at all. It was this contrast that led me to suggest in 1976 that in its use of language the Veprian collection "is nearest to the letters from Tegernsee; it is stylistically much further from the Abelard-Heloise collection."
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To say that Dronke concluded that there were major differences in prosody and prose rhyme would be a gross understatement. It has been recognized for a long time that the stylistic device of cursus featured commonly in Latin prose writing throughout the Middle Ages. As delineated in the work of Tore Janson, cursus refers to the presence of particular rhythmic patterns of accented and unaccented syllables at the end of clauses in Latin prose. 58 In comparing the distributions of such cadences in the Historia calamitatum with the Epistolae, Giovanni Orlandi, who is credited with great expertise among cursus analysts today, has arrived at the meticulous calculations recorded in the two tables below. For discussion of the effort to achieve computer-assisted analysis of cursus, see Philippe Verkerk and Anne-Marie Turcan-Verkerk, "Un Programme informatique pour l'étude de la prose rimée e rythmée," Le Médiéviste e l'Ordinateur 33 (Spring, 1996), 41-48. The article is accessible online at http://lemo.irht.cnrs.fr/33/mo3319.htm 59 For an overview of problems in Janson's system and developments since its appearance, see Giovanni Orlandi, "Le Statistiche sulle clausole della prose: Problemi e proposte," FM 5 (1998), 1-35. Later he wrote more broadly on "Metrica e statistica are his, except for those within parentheses, which were reported earlier by Matilde Cupiccia. 60 In both of his tables, the column marked % presents the percentage out of the total 100 per cent that is represented by the occurrences of the given prose rhythm. The column headed o offers a tabulation of "observed frequency," which means in how many instances a given prose rhythm appears in the text in question. (For example, in the first table, these instances amount to a total of 363, in the second to 554.) After column o follows column e, which records what the frequency of these rhythms would be expected to be in Latin -the "expected frequency." In each table the final column is designated x 2 , which refers to a specific chisquare test in statistics known as Pearson's chi-square. Pearson's chi-square is used to test a null hypothesis (a hypothesis that is presumed true until statistical evidence in a hypothesis test indicates otherwise) that the relative frequencies of occurrence of observed features follow a specified frequency distribution. It offers a statistically accepted means of extracting significant occurrences from what might otherwise appear to be chance. linguistica come strumenti nel metodo attributivo," FM 6-7 (1999-2000), 9-31. I am deeply grateful to Giovanni Orlandi for having shared with me his tabulations and for having allowed me to include them here. 60 Studies by different scholars of cursus in one and the same text have led to different results, as has been quite apparent in the case of Abelard (whose prose has commanded the attention of numerous analysts over the years). These discrepancies do not indicate flaws in the notion of using cursus as a stylometric measure, but rather in the original formulation and in subsequent application of the system. Although even now there might be slight variation from one analysis of cursus to another, I believe that when performed properly, the analysis has reached the point of being a very reliable indicator.
The study in question here is Matilde Cupiccia, "Progressi nello studio del cursus: I metodi statistici e il caso di Eloisa e Abelardo," FM 5 (1998), 37-48 (followed by 21 unnumbered pages of tables for Abelard and Heloise In prosody it behooves us to attend closely to Abelard's Carmen ad Astralabium. Although not a love lyric addressed by a man to a woman, the Carmen is a poem composed by Abelard for a family member, his son Astralabe, in the same metrical form (elegiac couplets) in which most of the poetry in the Epistolae is written. In places the Carmen is a very intimate work, as for instance in the passage in which Abelard discusses in six lines (379-84, four of which are presented as direct speech) the frequent complaint of "our Heloise." Josepha Marie Annaïs Rubingh-Bosscher, who furnished us with the critical edition of the Carmen, established among other things that the Carmen is devoid of intentional rhyme: "According to the nature of Latin there is casual occurrence of rhyme, but there is no indication that we should suppose rhyme to have been used purposely." 61 (The translator of the hymns makes a similar observation: "Abelard uses little assonance and less alliteration." 62 Besides the disjunction in regard to rhyme, the man of the Epistolae and Abelard differ markedly in their approaches to assembling dactylic verse, particularly the pentameters. In the pentameters of the man in the Epistolae the first half line sometimes ends with a short syllable, as happens twice in the following pair of couplets:
Epistolae, p. 62 (Vir) 113.21-24 (The Lost Love Letters, p. 288) Tu me vicisti, potuit quem vincere nulla. Fortius hinc uror, est quia primus amor; Nam non ante meas penetravit flamma medullas.
Si quis amor fuerat, ante fui tepidus. In the Carmen Abelard never fills this metrical position with a brevis in longo, only with a long. Indeed, Rubingh-Bosscher avers as a principle that "Though the first half of the medieval pentameter may also end with a syllaba anceps, in the Carmen this syllable is always long…" (p. 100). Contrarily, the man in the Epistolae never elides, whereas, as the Dutch editor rightly observes, in Abelard's Carmen: "Elision and aphaeresis are regularly practised" (p. 101). The discrepancies that I have isolated here cannot be explained on the basis of the greater informality in one set of texts as opposed to another. On the contrary, they speak to a difference in prosodic training and practices. If other authors can be located who went through similar changes in their principles of versification during the same period of time, then the problem is solved. Until then, these opposing habits constitute a substantial stumbling block to assuming that the man of the Epistolae and Abelard are one and the same.
Beyond vocabulary, prose rhythm, and prosody, I promised to speak of allusion. Put very elementarily, an important ingredient of style is language drawn from preceding authors which a given author has read. The interplay between reading and writing stood out even more saliently in the Medieval Latin tradition, partly because the Latin literary tradition was highly reflexive from the very beginning, but even more because Medieval Latin authors relied in their styles more heavily upon imitation of authoritative authors. In addition, reading was slower and connected more intimately with the goal of remembrance. All of these qualities mean that individual styles of writing in the Middle Ages were mediated vigorously through the readings of the same authors. This situation can be a blessing as well as a bane in the analysis of a given text. In the present case, the essential question to pose is: How do the reading habits evident in the Epistolae compare with those in Abelard's writings? The tastes in earlier poetry that Abelard manifests in his allusions maintain stable contours across time and to a lesser extent even across genres. Thus John Marenbon and Giovanni Orlandi close the subsection on sources in their edition and translation of the Collationes with three noteworthy sentences that stress Abelard's tendency to resort to the same classical poets and even to the same lines within them:
Abelard also uses his wider reading of classical Latin for incidental quotations. From Lucan, an author he knew very well, he takes the description of Cato, the exemplar of somone who acts entirely for the good of the state as a whole. And he uses lines from Horace and Ovid, which he also quotes elsewhere in his writings.
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Abelard evidences the same proclivity to quote and requote prose texts as he does verse. For instance, the preface to the Expositio in Hexameron (a promising text for comparison, since it is addressed to Heloise) incorporates both a citation from Aristotle's Categoriae vel praedicamenta, which Abelard also quotes in the prologue to the Sic et non and elsewhere in his logical writings, and one from Augustine's Retractationes that he also uses in the prologue to the Sic et non. 65 The far greater prominence of Ovid in the Epistolae could be explicated as reflecting the genre of love letters, except that half of the phraseology comes not from the love lyrics but rather from the Metamorphoses and exilic poems. 66 If Abelard had had such familiarity with and affection for so much of Ovid, we would be prepared to see this poet reappear in the Carmen, which is also dactylic -but the opposite holds true. By the same token, the Carmen contains no allusions to Boethius, whose Consolatio figures a half dozen times among the sources and parallels of the Epistolae and who would not be at all out of place in a gnomic poem. Conversely, Lucan, who appears in the Carmen, Historia, Collationes, and elsewhere, is absent from the Epistolae except in one proverbial line and maybe two trite turns of phrase. 67 This dearth is all the more surprising, since the citations of Lucan in the personal correspondence suggest to me the possibility that Heloise and Abelard may well have read the Bellum civile together and used references to it as a kind of private shorthand.
To be more systematic in measuring the pattern of allusions in the Epistolae against those in the Carmen, I can point out the following: none of the passages from Cicero's De amicitia in the Epistolae match those in the Carmen. No lines of Horace, Ovid, Seneca, Terence, or Vergil referenced in the two bodies of poetry (namely, the Epistolae and the Carmen) match. None of the Bible passages quoted is the same. The Carmen makes no use of Marbod, who has been identified as appearing in the Epistolae, although exclusively in the woman's letters. 69 In sum, the texts to which the man of the Epistolae and Abelard allude or in which their language is imbued differ in their sources of literary and intellectual inspiration. That circumstance would not be surprising, if the texts to which the man had recourse were ones that lent themselves especially well to amorous discourse -and yet such is not the case. On the whole the texts and particularly the passages upon which the man draws are no less learned and no more love-related than are the ones on which Abelard relies, but they do not overlap with his predilections elsewhere. This disjunction is particularly noteworthy since Abelard reveals a very pronounced tendency in many of his writings to reuse the same quotations.
Where do these comparisons between the Epistolae and Abelard in lexicon, prose rhythm and prosody, and allusion, leave me? I admire both Constant J. Mews and C. Stephen Jaeger, the former for his signal contributions to Abelardian scholarship in particular and to our understanding of the twelfth century in general, the latter for his foundational tomes on court-and school-centred culture from the tenth through the twelfth century. But honesty forces me to disagree with both about the attribution of the Epistolae. It delights me that a Latin correspondence from the Middle Ages should have captured the imagination of a broad public, and not solely medievalists. Considering how often Medieval Latin studies languishes in neglect, I am hardly averse to having the field attract attention through another cause célèbre implicating Heloise and Abelard. At the same time it pains me to think how much confusion will prevail until this debate has been resolved.
For the uncertainty to be resolved, the burden of proof now rests upon the proponents of the ascription to Abelard and Heloise. They need to find an analogy for Abelard's apparent change in attitude about the placement of ita and in predilection about the choice of various other words. They need to find other authors from the early twelfth century whose habits in rhythmic clausulae varied as much as appears to be the case between the Historia calamitatum and the man in the Epistolae. They need to find poets of dactylic pentameters who evolved from allowing a syllaba anceps at the end of the first half line to permitting only a long syllable in that metrical position, and who never elide at one point in their careers but who regularly practise elision later. Finally, they need to give further thought to the question of the very different tastes in allusion between the man in the Epistolae and Peter Abelard in his corpus. The divergences between the writing of the man in the Epistolae and Abelard in his texts (most relevantly, the Historia calamitatum, the personal letters to Heloise, and the poem he wrote for his son) cannot be brushed aside without careful scrutiny. The differences that have emerged do not signal the same person writing at different junctures in a single life or the same person composing for different audiences and under the influence of different emotions. In the former case we would expect to find writing in the man's letters that attested to some of the same reading as the later Abelard. We would also be ready to find changes in what was favoured or eschewed in word choice as well as in prosody that corresponded to tastes evident in other poets of the two different times: the vocabulary in vogue in one decade may differ from that which is popular in another, and likewise the type of poetry (or song) that is preferred may change. In the latter case we would perhaps see a departure from the author's stylistic norms through a different vocabulary, perhaps with less formality of syntax. In contrast, the writing of the man in the Epistolae is no less formal in its syntax -but it is different. His vocabulary contains a few usages that seem almost colloquial, but in my reading it smacks more often of rhetoric rather than of logic. Unless we accept that Abelard's style as a writer in both prose and verse underwent a stark shift in its basic operations after his late thirties, the disparities between the Epistolae and Abelard's writings indicate two different authors, with two different arrays of texts they had perused and liked to invoke, and two individual canons of style.
In the meantime I hope that Constant J. Mews, C. Stephen Jaeger, Barbara Newman, and others who have sided with them in their judgement of the authorship will not take as disrespect my dissent, which has evolved out of what began as agnosticism. I would be sad to have it said that after the brouhaha of The Lost Love Letters there was no love lost among us. But on the outcome will hinge much in the development of Heloisian and Abelardian studies.
likely to have a greater influence on the general public than are any countervailing reservations about it.
Taking an image derived from Peter von Moos, C. Stephen Jaeger maintained that "If the line of argument begun by Mews is a soap bubble, then it will be easy to burst." 74 I am not as optimistic as he that the assertion of Abelardian authorship will be easily dispelled, even in the face of compelling evidence to the contrary. Yet it is also possible that if the attribution is wrong, the accumulation of arguments against it will gradually prevail. Perhaps a slow but steady process of peer review will lead ultimately to a consensus even in the mass markets that as engrossing as The Lost Love Letters may be, they are, at best, not definitely of Heloise and Abelard and, quite possibly, definitely not of Heloise and Abelard.
Nearly thirty years ago a judicious reviewer of the Epistolae commended the equally judicious presentation of the evidence pro and con by Könsgen:
Les humanistes peuvent être soit des artistes, soit des savants. Les artistes tentent de découvrir des possibilités là où les savants réclament des preuves. On peut réagir de l'une ou de l'autre façon devant cet ouvrage, comme d'ailleurs devant bien d'autres portant sur Héloïse et Abélard. On voudra toujours en savoir plus long qu'on en sait effectivement. Peut-être le plus important pour nous est-il d'accepter comme tels à la fois ce qui est conjecture et ce qui est certitude, en ayant soin par ailleurs de les bien distinguer. 75 The standards for what constitutes conjecture and what certitude seem to have changed notably in the interim. My sense is that professional Latinists remain unconvinced that sufficient proofs on behalf of the ascription to Heloise and Abelard have been presented. I place myself squarely among those who believe that Könsgen went as far as due caution would allow in printing the Epistolae with the subtitle (and the punctuation thereof) he used, and that Mews and his supporters have gone too far. 76 Once again, the study of Abelard and Heloise is embroiled in controversy.
Whatever comes to pass in the world at large, Medieval Latinists have an obligation to investigate and to disseminate their findings. In this instance, any unanimity that develops in the long run within Medieval Studies may depend, and will certainly reflect, upon the information we amass and judgements we reach. Belonging to the all too small group of experts worldwide who have the linguistic wherewithal to read the Latin texts of the Middle Ages and who are conversant with the lexicographic, stylometric, and other resources of learning that help in evaluating them, the readers of the Journal of Medieval Latin have a duty to arrive at individual verdicts in this matter and to act upon them in their teaching, professional activities, research, and writing. 
